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REMARKS 

s spent i claims 1, 23, and 37 being independent. Claims 50 and 51 

s v newly added claims are found throughout the application 

including as ^ - - ^ so 23, and ¥10 A to FIG. 7. No new matter is added. Reconsideration 
us e respectfully requests; 
Claims 37 •••• 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as being directed to non-statutory 
subject matter. ;ml-.r.-.mi-.m claim 37 is amended to overcome this rejection. 

Claims .1-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
^ s - esis withdrawal of these . e , s,v-< 

does not describe or suggest all the features of independent claims 1, 23, and 37, as amended. 

Referring to particular claim language, independent claim 1 recites a notification system 
that recon.fi g ec ness; > ct an enhanced notification. The system includes 

an input interface configured to receive at least one electronic message from a message source 
for delivery to an intended recipient. The system also includes a definition store configured to 
store one or noi notifies «( i ons that include trigger parameters based on attributes of 
.\ - v ^ - . k.Jmg at least one of the message source and the message content. The 
system also includes a matching engine configured to dv : u h-..r ckv.uomc message 

_________ . . _ , > __-_ _ _ _ . 

e- < - on store with c i> ~e^ > 

message,, .in^ "Flie system also 

o . 1 configured to store information related to the intended 
« e e fbe smr ■ ; .j sr . includes an enhancement engine configured to reconfigure the 
1 'cation if the informant 
<. 1 recipient is subscribed to receive the enham . , 
m <"><- suggest the 
^ vi enhanced notification by comparing the trigger parameters 
that include at least one of the message source and the message content, as described in 
independent claim 1 . Likewise, Ogle does not describe or suggest "determining whether to 
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message as a second type message by comparing the accessed criteria 
v resMgc including at least one of the message 
source and the message content characteristics detected," as recitt «. claii 

.vs d matching code segment that causes the computer to 
, . ve message is to be delivered with > e ^ ; ce > ^ cat too by 
v - - v. x rameters in one or more notification definitions corresponding attributes 

c v ing at least one of the message source and the message content" 
* < an 5 ~ Sunply, Ogle doest not describee; 
of sending o e based on a* east i le message source or the message content. 

Rather, Olge lescribes a systi ... ables messages reaching the receiver via 
alternative message delivery mechanisms, ". . . users may register one or more alternative 
m .esage d-. ih cr> mechanisms (such as pagers, cel.! phones , etc.) through which they are 

\ e to an instant messaging system." See, e.g., Abstract. Olge checks 
•whether the receiver is "logged on" before delivering the message. If the receiver is not "logged 
on", Olge delivers the message via alternative delivery mechanisms based on entries as stored in 
the receiver's registry. Sec.e.g., FIG. 5A-5G. Thns, Olge determines bow to send an electronic 
-c 4 < 5 rceeo c\ \ online status and stored inform a 

systems. 

Olge, however., does not describe or suggest determining sending a notification message 
s e urce or the message content. Olge's bcus is o £ c 
on the message itself. In fact, Oigc fails to look into either of the source or the content of the 
electronic message. Olge instead directed its attention solely on the recipient, either on the 
recipient's online status or on the recipient's registry entries. Accordingly. Olge fails to describe 
m-imge- >. >. ° u ^ ccthu the electronic message is to be delivered with an 

. noarmg the trigger parameters that includes at least one of the 
message source and the message content, as described in independent claim 1 , n< ; iriy in 
independent claims 23 and 37. 
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Accordingly, Applicant submits that independent claims 1/23, 37 and those claims that 
i ovi ab c o^et Ogle for at least the reasons given above. 

Conclusion 

-> Mve been addressed, f 1>^\ «.\ •, r. ibe absence Of 
) as ection issue, or commen 

< n ie zal ns of the art, does not signify agreement with or ooacession of that rejection, 
issue, or comment In addition, because the arguments made abo\ e may not be 
may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or other claims) that have not been 

o.scd. Fioalh, nothing \ n this paper should be construed as an intent to concede any issue 
with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this paper, and the amendment or 
cancellation of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of unpawn abilh\ of the claim 
prior to its amendment or cancellation. Applicant reserves the right to prosecute the rejected 
. a, prosecution of this or related applications. 
The Petition for Extension of Time fee of $.120 and excess claim fees of $1 00 is being 
paid concurrently herewith on the Electronic Filing System (EPS) by way of Deposit Account 
authorization. Piease apply any other charges or credits to Deposit Account 06 1050. 
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